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Drawings 

The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) because 
they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the description: 
Elements 306 and 308 in Figure 3. 

Also, the drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(4) 
because reference character "301" has been used to designate both a controUed-access 
network (element 310) and the Internet (element 301) on page 10, in line 23. 

Finally, the drawings are objected to because the SMTP Mail Gateway (fig. 5, 
element 305) is referred to differently on page 10, line 10 of the specification, namely an 
SMTP server 305. 

Corrected drawing sheets in comphance with 37 CFR 1. 121(d), or amendment to 
the specification to add the reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 
37 CFR 1.121(b) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page 
header (as per 37 CFR 1.84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If 
the examiner does not accept the changes, the apphcant will be notified and informed of 
any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Objections 

Claims 2 and 16 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper 
dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. 
As per claims 2 and 16: 

If claims 1 and 1 5 intended all occurrences of said "transmitted message" to be 
said "transmitted email message" in lines 8 (for claim 1) and line 5 (for claim 15), then 
claims 2 and 6 do not further limit their corresponding parent claims. Applicant is 
required to amend claims 2 and 16 as well as their parent claims so that they are in proper 
dependent form. 

Claim 23 is objected to because of the following informalities: It is unclear which 
requesting computing site is being referred to by "said requesting computing site" in lines 
4-5. It could either be referring to "a requesting computing site" in line 2 or line 3. 
Furthermore, lines 3-5 should be reworded to more clearly define what aspect is data 
authenticating said requesting computing site. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph as lacking 

antecedent basis. 

As per claim 1 : 

Claims 1 and 13 recite the limitation "said transmitted email message" in 
corresponding lines 8 and 2. Since a transmitted "email" message is not previously 
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introduced, there is insufficient antecedent basis for this Hmitation in the claim. 
However, since a "transmitted message" is previously introduced, it is presumed that the 
applicant intended to refer to the latter of the two choices. 
As per claim 10: 

Claim 10 recites the limitation "said controUed-access network" in line 2. Since 
claim 10 depends solely on claim 1 and neither of these claims previously introduced a 
controUed-access network, there is insufficient antecedent basis. A "controlled-access 
network" is previously introduced in line 2 of claim 7, so it is unclear as to whether or not 
the applicant intended claim 10 to depend on claim 7 or if he merely wishes to change 
"said" to "a" in line 2 of claim 10. 
As per claim 15: 

Claim 15 recites the limitation "said transmitted email message" in lines 5 and 8 
where only a "transmitted message" has been introduced. Additionally, it recites the 
limitation "said second workstation" in lines 8, 10, and 1 1 . A "second workstation" has 
not been previously introduced. However, "a workstation" is in line 6. Since there are 
no limitations of said workstation, it is presumed that the applicant intended to introduce 
a "second workstation" instead. 
As per claim 18: 

Claim 18 recites the limitation of an "email server," however there is no such 
antecedent basis for this email server as the specification never mentions an email server. 
Instead, the specification refers to a mail server. 
As per claims 2-9, 1 1-12, 14, 16-17, and 19-22: 

These remaining claims are rejected by virtue of their dependency. 
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Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 
As per claim 1 : 

It is indefinite what applicant is claiming in lines 3-5. Perhaps if the word "and" 
was removed in line 4, it would be more clear. This wording is presumed in order to 
fiirther examine these claims based on their merits. 
As per claims 2-14: 

These remaining claims are rejected by virtue of their dependency. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

I. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

II. Claims 1, 4, 6-9, 12, 15, 18, and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being fully anticipated by McManis United States Patent No. 5,680,461 . 

As per claim 1 : 

McManis teaches a method for sharing resources between first and second 
workstations separated by a segment of a public network, element 106 in figure 1, 
comprising the steps of transmitting a message (fig. 1, element 110) fi-om said first 
workstation (fig. 1, element 102), to said second workstation (fig. 1, element 103) 
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separated from said first workstation by at least one security measure (fig. 1, element 
105) disposed within a destination computing site (fig. 1, element 104), employing a 
protocol to enable said transmitted message to penetrate said at least one security 
measure (coL 4, lines 16-26 and fig. 1, element 105), and executing a command included 
in said transmitted message (col. 7, lines 51-65 and fig. 6, element 632). 
As per claim 4: 

McManis teaches a method where executing step comprises the step of 
performing an operation on data other than said transmitted message. See col. 7, lines 
24-36. 

As per claim 6: 

McManis teaches a method where said at least one security measure is a firewall. 
See fig. 1, element 105. 
As per claim 7: 

McManis teaches a method disposing said destination computing site within a 
controlled-access network. Although the term "controlled-access network" is not 
expUcitly stated, element 109 in fig. 1 represents the protected side of the network thus is 
identical to a "controlled-access network." 
As per claim 8: 

McManis teaches a method disposing said firewall (fig. 1, element 105) in 
between said public network (fig. 1, element 106) and said controlled-access network 
(fig. 1, element 109). 
As per claim 9: 
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McManis teaches a method of attaching an executable file to said message 
referring to col. 4, lines 48-55 wherein said executing step comprises the step of 
executing said attached executable file as shown in fig. 6, element 632. 
As per claim 12: 

McManis teaches a method identifying said included command employing at least 
one script recognizable to said second workstation. Although the term "script" is not 
explicitly stated, element 706 of fig. 7 represents an object header identical to the script 
as disclosed in col. 4 line 63- col. 5 line 9. Also see fig. 6, elements 626-628 and col. 4, 
lines 10-15. 
As per claim 15: 

McManis teaches a method of a system for securely enabling resource sharing 
among a plurality of workstations over a public network in fig. 1 comprising means for 
transmitting a message (fig. 1, element 110) fi*om a first workstation of said plurality of 
workstations (fig. 1, element 102) onto said public network (fig. 1, element 106), means 
for enabling said transmitted message to pass through a firewall (fig. 1, element 105 and 
col. 4, lines 16-26) separating said public network fi-om a second workstafion (fig. 1, 
element 103) disposed in communication with a controlled access network (fig. 1, 
element 109, which is the protected side of the network thus a controlled- access network) 
coupled to said public network (fig 1, element 106), means for receiving said transmitted 
message at said second workstation (fig. 6, element 626 and col. 4, lines 10-15), means 
for verifying an authorization of said first workstation to request execution of a selected 
function at said second workstation (col. 6, line 55- col 7, line 12 and fig. 6, elements 
628-632), and means for automatically performing said selected function at said second 
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workstation (col. 7, lines 24-36) if said authorization of said first workstation is verified 
(col. 6, line 66 - col. 7, line 4). 
As per claim 18: 

McManis teaches a method of an email server dedicated to said second 
workstation as depicted in fig. 1, elements 104 and 103, as well as a means for enabling 
communication between said dedicated email server and said second workstation in col. 3 
lines 53-58. Although the server is not specifically called an email server, it is identical 
to the email server in regards to how it is defined in the applicant's specification. See fig. 
6, elements 626-632. 
As per claim 20: 

McManis teaches the method of a system wherein said means for automatically 
performing comprises means for miming an executable file attached to said message (fig. 
6, element 632). 
As per claim 21: 

McManis teaches the method of a system where means for automatically 
performing comprises means for rurming an executable file identified in said message 
shown in fig. 6, element 632 and resident in said controlled-access network as depicted 
by element 109 in fig. 1 . See col. 5, lines 3-9. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
III. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

IV. Claims 5 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McManis United States Patent No. 5,680,461 as applied to claim 1 above. 
As per claim 5: 

McManis substantially teaches a method of a system wherein said means for 
verifying an identity of said first workstation in fig. 6, element 608 and means for 
verifying an identity at a firewall connected to a server dedicated to a second workstation 
(fig. 3, element 324 and col. 6, lines 24-46). McManis fails to explicitly disclose means 
for verifying an identity of said first workstation at said second workstation. However, 
McManis does display the second workstation indirectly connected to the firewall, which 
is where the identity of the first workstation is verified. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious because a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the method disclosed in McManis to allow the second workstation to 
directly verify the identify of the first workstation. The modification of the firewall 
verifying the identity of the first workstation at the second workstation would have been 
obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have been 
motivated to do so since it is suggested by McManis in fig. 2, element 224 and col. 4, 
lines 10-12. 
As per claim 19: 

McManis substantially teaches a method of a system wherein said means for 
verifying said authorization comprises means for generating a digital signature (see claim 
2) at said first workstation (fig. 6, element 608) and means for decrypting said digital 
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signature at a firewall connected to a server dedicated to a second workstation (fig. 3, 
element 324 and coL 6, lines 24-46). McManis fails to explicitly disclose means for 
decrypting said digital signature at said second workstation. However, McManis does 
display the second workstation indirectly connected to the firewall, which is where the 
decryption of the digital signature occurs when the message is received from the first 
workstation. Therefore, it would have been obvious because a person having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in 
McManis to allow the second workstation to directly decrypt the digital signature. The 
modification of allowing the second workstation to carry out the digital signature 
decryption, as opposed to the firewall, would have been obvious because a person in the 
art at the time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since it is 
suggested by McManis in fig. 2, element 224 and col. 4, lines 10-12. 
V. Claims 2-3, 13-14, 16-17, and 22-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McManis United States Patent No. 5,680,461 as applied to claims 1 
(for 2-3) and 15 (for 16-17 and 22) above, and further in view of Hong et al United States 
Patent No. 5,710,883. 
As per claim 2: 

McManis substantially teaches an email as the type in col. 7, lines 16-23, and a 
protocol in col. 4, lines 20-26, but fails to expHcitly disclose the protocol as a Simple 
Mail Transfer Protocol. However, Hong et al. substantially teach the use of an email in 
fig. 3 in the second step of the box entitled "Transport Notes From Client to WWW 
Server.'' Hong et al. also substantially teaches a Simple Mail Transfer Protocol to be 
used as the specific protocol in col. 5, lines 15-24. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
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to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method disclosed 
in McManis to use an email message in place of the packet and a Simple Mail Transfer 
Protocol as the protocol. The modification of the packet to the email message would 
have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would 
have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Hong et al. in col. 6, lines 5-12. As 
for implementing the protocol as a Simple Mail Transfer Protocol, the modification 
would have been made obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was 
made, would have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Hong et al, in col. 6, 
lines 12-15. 
As per claim 3: 

McManis substantially teaches an executing step in fig. 6, element 632 where the 
second workstation automatically performs at least one operation selected fi^om a group 
of extensive operations in col. 5, lines 3-18. McManis fails to explicitly disclose that step 
enabling an SMTP server dedicated to said second workstation to automatically perform 
at least one operation selected from a group of extensive operations. However, Hong et 
al. substantially teach an SMTP Server dedicated to the WWW Server, which is like the 
second workstation shown in fig. 3, to automatically perform at least one operation 
selected from a group of extensive operations, shown in fig. 3 as well. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the method disclosed in McManis to use an SMTP Server fi-om fig. 3 in place of 
the server 104 in fig. 1 of McManis. The modification of the server to the SMTP Server 
would have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, 
would have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Hong et al. in col. 6, lines 
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12-15 to use an SMTP Protocol, thus using an SMTP Server to support the emails 

received. 

As per claim 13: 

McManis substantially teaches a method for a system with means of 
automatically performing operations attached to said transmitted message as seen in fig. 
6, element 632. Not explicitly disclosed by McManis is a means for performing an 
operation on a document attached to said transmitted message. However, Hong et al. 
substantially teach a method for performing an operation on a document attached to said 
message. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the packet to perform a function on an attached document. 
This modification would have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the 
invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Hong et 
al. in col. 5, lines 35-49. 
As per claim 14: 

McManis substantially teaches a method for a system with means of 
automatically performing operations attached to said transmitted message as seen in fig. 
6, element 632. Not explicitly disclosed by McManis is a means for performing an 
operation on a document resident within said destination computing site. However, Hong 
et al. substantially teach a method for performing an operation on a document resident 
within said destination computing site. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the packet to perform a 
function on a document resident within said destination computing site. This 
modification would have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the 
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invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Hong et 
al. in claim 9 with focus on the temi "editing". 
As per claim 16: 

McManis substantially teaches an email as the type in col. 7, lines 16-23. Not 
explicitly disclosed by McManis is an actual email message. However, Hong et al. 
substantially teach the use of an email in fig. 3 in the second step of the box entitled 
"Transport Notes From Client to WWW Server." Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to a person in the art at the time the invention was made, to modify the method disclosed 
in McManis to specifically use an email message in place of the packet. The 
modification of the packet to the email message would have been obvious because a 
person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so 
since it is suggested by Hong et al. in col. 6, lines 5-12. 
As per claim 17: 

McManis substantially teaches a protocol to enable communication of said 
message through a firewall in col. 4, lines 20-26. Not explicitly disclosed by McManis is 
an SMTP port. However, Hong et al. substantially teach the use of an SMTP port^ in col. 
5, lines 15-24, Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the method disclosed in McManis to use a Simple Mail 
Transfer Protocol as the protocol, i.e. an SMTP port. The modification of the protocol as 
a Simple Mail Transfer Protocol would have been obvious because a person in the art at 

^ According to searchnetworking.techtarget.com: 

a port (noun) is a "logical connection place" and specifically, using the Internet's protocol, TCP/IP 
the way a client program specifies a particular server program on a computer in a network. In this 
case, SMTP protocol is used thus the use of an SMTP port is evident. 
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the time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since it is 
suggested by Hong et al. in col. 6, lines 12-15. 
As per claim 22: 

McManis substantially teaches a method for a system with means of 
automatically performing operations attached to said message as seen in fig. 6, element 
632. Not explicitly disclosed by McManis is a means for performing an operation on a 
document attached to said message. However, Hong et al. substantially teach a method 
for performing an operation on a document attached to said message. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
packet to perform a function on an attached document. This modification would have 
been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have 
been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Hong et al. in col. 5, lines 35-49. 
As per claim 23: 

McManis substantially teaches a method of a system for causing a 
function to be performed at a destination computing site remote from a requesting 
computing site in col. 2, lines 1-22. McManis also substantially teaches a packet object 
generator, element 212 in fig. 2, which is analogous to the applicant's email composer 
disposed in conmiunication with a requesting computing site for composing a message 
including a task description and data authenticating said requesting computing site. See 
col. 4, lines 43-46. Not expUcitly disclosed by McManis is an email message. However, 
McManis substantially teaches the use of an email as a subclass of the type of packet. 
Furthermore, Hong et al. substantially teach the use of an email in fig. 3 in the second 
step of the box entitled "Transport Notes From Client to WWW Server." Therefore, it 
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would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the invention was made, to 
modify the method disclosed in McManis to specifically use an email message in place of 
the packet. The modification of the packet to the email message would have been 
obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made would have been 
motivated to do so since it is suggested by Hong et ah in col. 6, lines 5-12. 
Additionally, McManis substantially teaches a method for a network link for enabling 
transmission of said composed email message in col. 4, lines 27-34. Not explicitly 
disclosed by McManis, once again, is the email message nevertheless the factors for 
obviousness as well as motivation are as stated previously. McManis fails to explicitly 
disclose a mail gateway. However, Hong et al. substantially teach a mail gateway 
disposed in communication with said destination computing site for receiving said 
transmitted composed email. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify fig. 1 of McManis to incorporate a mail 
gateway from Hong et al. The modification of incorporating the mail gateway would 
have been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would 
have been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Hong et al. in col. 5, lines 31-34. 
McManis also substantially teaches a server dedicated to a destination computing device 
disposed within said destination computing site, found in protected side of the network 
(fig. 1, element 109), for identifying said task description in fig. 6 element 626-628. Not 
explicitly disclosed by McManis is a mail server. However, McManis substantially 
teaches a server that ultimately carries out fianctions identical to that of a mail server. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the server, element 103 of fig. 1, to a mail server because it has the same 
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functionality. The modification of the server to a mail server would have been obvious 
because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have been 
motivated to do so since the idea of compatibility and transmitting messages is suggested 
by McManis in col. 2, lines 6-10. Finally, McManis substantially teaches a means for 
verifying said authenticating data as depicted in fig. 6, element 620 and means for 
executing said described task where said authenticating data is verified in fig. 6, elements 
622-632. 
As per claim 24: 

McManis substantially teaches a method wherein said authenticating data 
includes a digital signature in claim 2. 
As per claim 25: 

McManis substantially teaches a method wherein said destination computing site 
is coupled to a local area network as depicted by the protected side (109) of fig. 1. 
VI. Claims 10-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McManis United States Patent No. 5,680,461 as applied to claim 1 above, and fiirther in 
view of Tanno United States Patent No. 5,960,177. 
As per claim 10: 

McManis substantially teaches a method wherein said executing step performs a 
routine in said controlled-access network (protected side 109 of fig. 1) identified in said 
message in col. 2, lines 1-22. Not exphcitly disclosed by McManis is a method wherein 
said executing step comprises the step of executing a routine resident in said controlled- 
access network identified in said message. However, Tanno substantially teaches the 
execution of a routine resident in said controlled-access network identified in said 
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message. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method disclosed in McManis to incorporate a means 
to execute a routine resident in the controlled-access network as identified in the 
message. The modification of the message containing a routine to be executed that is 
resident in the controlled-access network would have been obvious because a person in 
the art at the time the invention was made, would have been motivated to do so since it is 
suggested by Tanno in col. 10, lines 1-21. 
As per claim 1 1 : 

McManis substantially teaches a method wherein said executing step executes a 
command at the second workstation in fig. 6, element 632 and col. 4, lines 10-15. Not 
explicitly disclosed by McManis is a method wherein said executing step running a 
diagnostic program at said second workstation. However, Tanno substantially teaches a 
method wherein said executing step running a diagnostic program at said second 
workstation. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method disclosed in McManis to incorporate a step of 
running a diagnostic program at said second workstation. This modification would have 
been obvious because a person in the art at the time the invention was made, would have 
been motivated to do so since it is suggested by Tarmo in col. 10, lines 22-25. 
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